








tjj) REVISION ENERGY 

needs to include the time varying capacity costs, not just the hourly marginal 
electricity cost. 

Time of Use Rates - Consistency Among Utilities: Issue guidance that any 
separately metered residential electric vehicle charging rate should: (1) be 
based directly on cost causation; (2) incorporate time varying energy supply, 
transmission, and distribution components; (3) have three periods (e.g.- off 
peak, mid-peak, and peak); (4) be seasonably differentiated (e.g.- summer and 
winter); (5) have an average price differential between off-peak and peak of 
no less than 3:1; and (6) have a peak period no longer than four hours in 
duration. 

RE Response: We agree with all of these except that we're not sure what the 
argument for the shoulder or mid peak is. We tend to think this level of granularity 
muddies the incentives and makes the programs more confusing so unless it is 
really needed, we'd argue to go to just peak and off peak. We definitely support 
seasonal differentiation and strongly support the argument for as short a peak 
pricing window as is tolerable because that is what makes it actionable. 

Time of Use Rates - Quantification of Incremental Costs: Require each utility 
seeking approval of an electric vehicle time of use rate to provide an 
assessment of incremental costs associated with that offering, including but 
not limited to those costs associated with billing, metering, and marketing. 

RE Response: No Comment 

Seasonal Rates: Issue guidance expressing a preference for seasonally 
differentiated electric vehicle charging time of use rates consistent with the 
underlying cost causation of the summer and winter seasons. 

RE Response: TOU reflecting Seasonal Peaks generally makes sense. We don't know 
how different EV electricity consumption is as between summer and winter seasons. 
Our experience suggests that there is increased residential charging (#of charging 
sessions and total kWh used) during the winter because of cold weather battery 
impact but we've never seen any data on this seasonal consumption variation. There 
are lots of variables. The overall electricity use may be less in the winter because of 
less driving, fewer non-residents charging, more use of back up combustion 
vehicles, etc. The level of vehicle deployment is currently not responsible for 
significant load, but that will change over the next 5-10 years, and thus the 
Commission should be cognizant that EV-related load could itself shift seasonal 
demand. 

Interruptible Rates: Issue guidance that interruptible rates are not an 
appropriate rate design for electric vehicle charging. 
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~ REVISION ENERGY 
RE Response: We think this is right. You can't cut people's charging abili ty off 
entirely given the critical nature of transportation but you can just make it 
expensive to do at the wrong time. 

Load Management Techniques: Issue guidance that load management 
techniques may be an appropriate strategy for electric vehicle rate design, but 
express a clear preference for delivery of such offerings in conjunction with 
TOU rate offerings, to the extent reasonably practicable. 

RE Response: We don't understand this preference necessarily. Residential chargers 
in particular are a good match for active load management techniques that might be 
more precise than rate design. Why would we want to take that tool away? For 
example, we think Green Mountain Power's active management program 
of residential chargers is a good program. Given the early stages of adoption in the 
state of New Hampshire, both these tools should be evaluated carefully before a 
clear preference is mandated. 

Demand Charges - Peak Coincidence or Volumetric Pricing Structure 
Alternative: Issue guidance that demand charges may be a component of an 
appropriate rate design for high demand draw charging stations, but that 
utilities should explore alternatives to the customer peak demand charges 
prevalent in New Hampshire, such as the use of volumetric pricing structures 
or demand charges which are based on coincidence with system peak and 
other peaks reflective of cost causation. Demand charges are not likely 
warranted for most residential charging applications. 

RE Response: Non coincident demand charges are nonsensical in general (because 
relatively few utility costs are driven by non coincident demand), but they are a 
particular killer for low volume usage of L3/DC Fast Chargers. We absolutely need 
alternative demand charge rate designs for DCFC and large clusters of level two 
chargers, at least in the early years, because, without them, they will not be 
financially viable investments for private network owners/operators. Demand 
charges simply do not allow DCFC'ing to recoup sufficient revenue in a low 
utilization environment such as is likely in the near term. This is an issue every state 
is confronting and must be addressed now in anticipation of the build out of 
necessary long distance travel charging infrastructure sufficient to robustly host 
resident and tourist-based travel. We don't think coincident peak demand charges 
are any better because they do not take into account the random user patterns of 
DCFC'ing that necessarily occur as a result of typical driving behavior. Stated 
alternatively, you cannot control through rate design when a driver must charge 
quickly during long trips and such charging likely represents but a fraction of typical 
charging behavior (and electricity consumption) as compared with residential 
charging. This is true for other types of low volume chargers, especially public level 
two charging, that can't easily be shut off or curtailed during peak periods. 
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(j) REVISION ENERGY 
Demand Charges - Rate Design Alternative Analyses: Require Eversource to 
file for review within 90 days the results of any analysis conducted by its 
affiliates relating to rate design alternatives to demand charges or if it is not 
available, then file it when it becomes available. 

RE Response: No comment. 

Demand Charges - Peak Coincidence Billing/Metering Feasibility: Issue 
guidance directing each utility to file within 90 days a feasibility assessment of 
incorporating peak-coincident demand charges into its billing and metering 
system for the purposes of offering an electric vehicle charging rate to 
commercial and industrial customers. 

RE Response: Peak coincident demand charges might work for EV chargers located 
at large Industrial customers who already monitor grid peaks and adjust loads 
accordingly but they don't make any sense for smaller clusters or for public charging 
stations (which can't respond to those pricing signals and so it is still just a game of 
roulette for station owners as to what the electricity will cost). Volumetric pricing 
for those stations is what makes sense in the early days. 

Time of Use Rate Proposal Filings for Separately Metered EV Chargers: Open 
an adjudicative proceeding and direct each electric utility to file within 120 
days, consistent with the guidance above: (1) an electric vehicle time of use 
rate proposal for separately-metered residential and small commercial 
customer applications; (2) an electric vehicle time of use rate proposal for 
separately metered high demand draw commercial customer applications 
that may incorporate direct current fast charging or clustered level 2 
chargers. Both proposals should be accompanied by testimony explaining how 
those rates were developed, any plans for marketing residential electric 
vehicle time of use rates, and how the rate is consistent with the Commission 
guidance 

RE Response: No Comment. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Staffs Recommendations. We hope 
our experience and comments will prove helpful. 

Sincerely, 

0 

Director of Electric Vehicle Innovation 
ReVision Energy 
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